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ABSTRACT . :
To examine tactical self-presentations (images
fersons display publicly) in task-oriented leadership sitvaticns, 128
subjects (56 wmale and 72 female) were assigned leadership positiohs
in groups that 4id very well or very poorly. The, leaders learned that
¢ither they or the group-at-large were responsihle for the
ferfcrmance and that the other grcui renbers either did or dfd not
kncw the precise locus of .responsitility. As predicted, males
emphasized self-presentations cf ccapetencé and prominence relative
to their socicemotionality (the appéarance of being warm,
approachable, and interpersonally criented) when the others did not ‘
know of the leader's responsitility for success, but relatively '
- de-emphasized the forser attributes when the others did know. Males °
alszo displayed some compensatory self-presentations following a
leader-respcnsible failure, though the effects were not precisely as
predicted. In contrast, females' self- preaentations did not follow-
predicticna;: they norlally eapthasized their socioemotionality over
cther attributes irrespective of the ccmbination of treatment. These
tindings are consistent with rrior research generally.indicating that.
. females are mcre interperscnally oriented in group settings, while
naleg are more task oriented. (Author/LRA)
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" Abstract - .

Totexamine'tacticai self-presentations in task-oriented leadership
situations, ]28 subjects were assigned leadership positjons in groups that
.did very well or very poorly. The leaders learned that either they or the .
group-at-large were reSponsible for the penformance; and that the other group
members either did or did not know the precise Tocus of responsibi]ity As
predicted males emphasized se]f presentations of competence and prominence
relative to their socioemotionality when the others.djd not know of the -
leader's responsibiiity for success, but’ relatiwely deemphasized the former

v
attributes when the others did know. Males also displayed some compensatony‘

self- presentations foliowing a leader- respon51b1e\fai1ure though the effects.
‘were not precise]y as preditted. In contrast, femalet' self—presentations
. did not fo]]ow predictionq, they norma]]y emphqsi)ed their socioemotionaiity .

_over other attributes\irnespective pf the combination of treatments
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" (Goffman, 1959%.Schlenker,

_are irrelevent to the faiIure (Baumeister & Jones~ 1978) Thus public faiIure

Self-Presentation in Task-Oriented Leadership Situations

Through their self-prgsentations, people claim a varietyuof public

images that 1nf1uence how:o hers regard and treat them in social.interaction’

n press). Although pe0p1e generally adjust

their self-presentations td match what they believe a significant audience
‘ ]

Va]uesk\thereby attempting to increase their attractiveness in the others'

" eyes (Jones & Wortman, 1973), self-presgntations are held in check by pub-

11c1;'known "facts“ about the actor that could refute overTj:aggrandizing

- claims. For instance, people whose failures are a matter of puo11c record

pnesent themselves consistentIy with that record;'peopIe are more se1f-
aggrandizing when failures are only privately: known (e g., Frey, 1978 ' T~
Schlenker, 1975) In addition people who fail appear to gompensate for the '

damaging 1nformat10n by enhancing their se]f—presentations on dimensions that / 'i

W o

shou1d result in Iess favorabIe se]f—presentat1ons on dimensions that are
re]event to the avai]abIe 1nformation, but more favorable ones on d1mensions

that are frrelevent. - B )

.
-

When pub11c1y known "facts" aIIow audiences to infer an actor's admirable
qua]ities he or she can afford to be modest Actors thereby receive credit
for posseosion of the attribute, don t risk censure for bragging, and ga1n

additional positive regard for their modesty (e.g., Baumeister & Jones, 1978

- Sc e1der 1969; Ackerman & Schlenker, Note 1). At the same time, pub11c1y

.

successful actors can concentrate‘their se]f-presentations on qualities the

-aqdience va1ues but may not a]ready associate with them. If favorabIe facts

" about actors are hnknown by the audience, howevér, actors self- pnesentétions

o the relevent,d1mensions shiould be highty favonabﬂe in order to inform the

audicnce of the accompIishment. ConcomitantIy. privater successfu1 actors | oy
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might balance their aggrandiming se]f—presentations on relevent dimensions
with less favorable seif-presentations on less relevent ones in order to
maintain their overall beiieveabiiity (e. g » Stires & Jones, 1969).

Prior research has tended to focUs on either the-overall favorabi]ity of
self-presentations summing over.numerous dimensions or the favorableness of
self-presentations on two or more dimensions each considered separately rather * \\\///
than as they form a within?subjects‘pattern. An attempt was made ingthe present
study to complement these‘:ypes of analyses wlth an examination of re]afive
seifepresen ations across dimensions. : S ) . .

The pr:lgnt_study examined self-presentations.in a leadership situation.

:Ithereby ﬁpcusing'subjects‘on specific'attrnbutes (dimerdisfons) that should be

| positively regarded by group members. Stogdi11 (1974) has identified three
.npigr dimensions of leader behavior that may also be'importaht self-presentationgl
dimensions'for group leaders: competence, socioemotiona]ity, and prominence, '’

. ‘As seif—presentationa] dimensions ,, competence refers to the appearance of“
possessing the requisite attributes and abilities to,]ead the group toward
successful tagk completion; socioemotionality refers to the'appearance of being
'Qarn, approachable, and interpersonally oriented; and prominence refers to the
appearance of %;anding out fromlthe orouplthrough interpersona] 1nf1uence‘%i.e..'
seeming strorg and powerful).

| Subjects in the present study served as leaders of oroups that did very
well or very poor]y'on 2 decision-making task. AdHitipna ly, either the leader
alone or the group-at large was responsible for the performance and the other -
group members 5upposed1y did or did not know the -1ocus of responsibi]ity Based
on tho rihsoning above. the fei]owing hypotheses were tested First, leaders
should emphasize sa]f—presentations of competence and prominenge, re]ative to

-/ sociocmntionaiity. to.acgreater degree when their responsibility fir group success
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1s unknown by gréup members, but humbly deemphasize these attributes rel-
ative to socioemotionality, when'personal responsibi]ity_for group success
1s public knowledge. 1In the first case, competence and prominence should be
emphasized to 1nform group members of the leader’ s success while maintaining
belieVeability through decreased c1a1ms of socioemotfona]ity In the latter
" case, 1eaders can humbly downplay)succoss related attributes while securing
a des1rable=1nterpersonal attribute Second, leaders who are responsib]e !
for failure should de7mphasize competence relative tb socioemotiona]ity
when respons’oi]ity s ‘known rather ti.n not known by group members. Leaders
should be constrained by what the group knoWs about them, but attempt to
compensate for task fa11ure by stressing- their socioemotional ability.
o | Method
subjects S,
Fifiy-gix male and 72 female undergraduates partially fulfilled a-class
- requireﬁent through participation. Each served in one cell of the 2 (group
'§EZEéss or fa11Ure) by 2 (1eader or group responsible) by 2 (other group members
do or do not know locus o(\;:sponsibi]ity) by 2 (subject sex) factorial. Sub--

Jects were run in four-persom; same-sexed groups, but no two subJects in a

single group served in the same manipolated ce]l\of the{design,
. Procedure
\  Subjects were seated-erOuno a table that was partitioned-1nto”sect10ns to
eliminate visual contact: They first compizted a bogus but seemingly face-
valid measure of'leadership ébi]ity which was purportedly used to assign one of
] the subJects-tp the role of group Teader, ?t\was stressed, however that the
person selected as the 1eader might or might not have the best 1eadership
scores in the groupi since\the researchers were supposed]y 1nterested 1n seéing
how people with different patterns of abilities perform in the leadership role.

This was to prevent lgaders from assuming ‘that the other group members alweady
. ‘ ~ N\
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gave them credit for high 1eadersh1p ability. In actua11ty, all four subJects
were told they had been selected "the" group leader. ]
Subjects then worked individually op a set of three decision problems,

each of whicw described a mdral or legal dilemma bnd_asked eight multiple

’_\choice questions about how the probIem should be solved. The experimenter

co]]ected subJects responses, pretended to make additional copies of the
answers, and gave éach subJect a prearranged carbon copy that ostensib]y showed.
how each of the other group members had answered the probleps. Subjects were

then asked to reconsider the prcblems in 1ight of the others answers

. — !‘
and privately "vote" on the final decisions they thought the group as a whole

.«
4

should adopt.

- After pretending to score the final answers, the experimEnter gave ‘subjects

- a feedback sheet indicating that the group had performed either very well,

scorﬁng in the 93rd pehcehti]e (success condition), or very poorly, scoring

. 1n the 315t percentile (failure condition) Subjects also learned -that the

group's score was based either on their final answers alone (leader responsib]e)

v

or on an average of all members final answers (group responsib]e). and that,

as leader, only they knew how the score was calculated and that the other

' members would not be told at any time (responsibility not known) or that all

group members had. received a sheet explaining how the score was calculated

~

(rasponsibility known). .

Subjécts then completed-se]f-presentational questionnaires'that they
believed they would exchange with one another prior to working face-to-face on
a second set of prbb]ems. (Since subJects might have assumed that group
porformancs/pn the second set of problems wou1d be calculated as on the first.
thus confounding responsibility with past performance with expectations of
future responsibility, al subjects were told that the scoring procedure
wbu?d bed%fferent for Task Two: the leader would get two votes and each of

- | S



‘ function of the independent variables, g_) 45,

[Sg

the other members one vote each for the final decisions.) The self.

prese#\ational questionnaire asked subjects to rate th;mse]ves on bipo]ar

_ adjectives selected a priori to tap the three dimensions of intereSt. -

Upon comp1et1ng a man1pu1at10n checkii?estionnaire, subJects were fully

debriefed
) ‘ . ) . &
' Results and Discussion
ﬂgnipuIation Checks T T
. ; -r

\
The manipulations were effective An inducing the desfred perceptions.

Subjects believed that: their group performed better n the suCnesﬁ than
failure condition, p <.001; the scores were based primarily on_gbeir

" “answers in the. leader responsible cbnditien and qn‘the group's answers: in

the group responsib]e condition, p <. 001. afid the other members knew how the
scoré’Wps ca1cu1ated in the known condition but did not in the not known

cond1t10n p <.001. 'y Also, as desired, there wete no d1f$erences in subJetts

. perceptions of how group performance would be calcu]ated on Task Two as a , \

¢

Sel f- Presentation;

ba

. f‘“ Crbnbach s alpha indicated 'that all fhree self-presentational dimens}ons'
demonstrated acceptable leveIS of re11ab1]1tr: competence (.74), prominence
( 83). and socioemotiona11ty (. 75)

A split-plot analysis of variance was performed on the d1mens1on means ,

tréating the three dimensions as three levels of a within-subjects factor, and

‘performance, reépons1p111ty, knowledge, and sex as betweeh-group factors.

The analysis revealed main effects df performance, "F-(1,-112) ==\6 14, p £.02,
respons1b111ty F ( 112) = 7,61, p <.01, and d‘lmensfon, F (2, 224) =7, 73, pX<
.001, a two-way interaction of sex X dimension, F (2, 224) =17.27, p <.001,

a three—way 1nteract10n of performance X knowledge X dimension, F (2, 224) =

3.23, p<.05, and a f1ve-way 1nteract10n of performancrresponsibﬂity X

. | / . ) | _ '8.
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knowledge X sex X dimension, L_(Z. Lud) - 4.77, p_(.Ol. Means entering into.
the five-way interaction are presented in Table 1. Multiple comparisons were

14
per{ormed via tests of simpie effects

(/ Insert*Tabie-i About-ﬂere' | e

Aithough the hypotheses were not fully supported for either sex, males'.
seif presentations were generally more in line with predictions than fema]es
i@ As predicted ma]es emphasized seif-presentations of prominence and competence,
reiatiVe to socioemotibna]ity. to a greater Hegree‘when the 1eader was responsible
for success and responsibility waa not known rather than known by. the group, _ .
p <.05. Further, males presented themselves as significant]y more socioemotional
when 1t was known rather than unknown that they were responsib]e for success,

" p .05, suggesting that once their prominence -and competence were recognized, . (
males attempted to claim an additional. positive attribute However. a]though’ |
the means were in the appropriate direction, males who were responsibie for

' success were not significant}y more humble about their competence on prominence
when responsibi]ity was known rather than not known when those dimensions are

. considered individually, The.predicted effects thus emerged in a subtle

'“.fashion,lappearing most clearly when ;eif-presentations are examined_ggggggi
the dimensions rather than within each dimension considered'sepanately When
such a spiit plot anaiysis 1s empioyed the Simpie interaction of knowiedge and
dimension for males who are responsibie for success reveals the anticipated -

pattern of relative humility versus braggardiiness pg( 05, ; |
It was predicted that fe]iowing a 1eader-responsib1e faiJure, subjects

-~ would conform to publicly known facts and’ present themselves as 1ess competent
when responsibiiity was known rather than unknown The prediction was not

'supported Instead, the performance main effect indicated that subjects

L presented themseives less positiveiy overall following fai]ure rather than

‘luccess' means are 5.1 and 5, 4 respectively. Indeed, males who were respongibie Y
. < »

o .' ad L
g

e y
M v e e o T
WY S i al T . A e W



-

‘.

ot

for failure lowerep their se]f—‘presentations of compotunc'( somewhat, as
compared to males who were)respons\ble for success, byt this effect was

not qualified by the group's knowledge of the loo#¥ of responSibiiity
Perhaps the fact:that subjects expetted to lead the_others on a second task,
where failure again'might be tike]yl acted as a general constraint against -
claiming high degrees of competence fo]]owing failure (cf Sch]enker, 1975
wortman Costanzo, & Witt,/1973).* . . -

Consistent with thercgmpensation fo]]owing failure hypothesis males
claimed greater socdoemotional abi]ity when responsibi]ity was upknown and they g
were persona]]y responsib]e for failure rather than success, p <.05. However,
1t was expected that there wﬂhld be even greater compensation when respon51bility
for the failure was known rather than. not "known; a nonsignificant reversal
occurred | | |
_ The females self-presentations failed to support -the hypotheses. 0vera11.
the significant twoway 1nteraction between sex and dimension indicated that

\

while males did the rever These findinggiare consistent with prior research

_females emphasized their ;choemotionality oveﬁ~thajr prominence auH‘competende,

1ndicating that females are more 1nterpersona1]y oriented in group settings.

while males are more task oriented (e. 9. .’Kahn Hottes & Davis, 1971; Shaw,

1976): Yhe only exception for females occurred in the success/group responsible/’

not known condition where prominence and competence were emphasized and socio-
emotionality was deemphasized, .p. $.05. Although such an effect might suggest

an attempt to associate oneself with the sucCessful growp outcome. it 1s not

o clear why it was limited\only to this COndition. One might‘ponjecture that

females supposedly more fami]iar with traditional socipemotional rather than

task roles, may have°failed to rea]ize the tactica1 possibi]ities of the task

‘ieadership situationg Alternatively, perhaps -females recognized the.possibilities

-but simply vaiued (0F believed. the other group members valued) socitemotional .-

qualities in a leader Qore.than tactical‘shjfts in competence an¢ prominence.

1‘ "‘10 ) .ol'
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Whether ‘such sex differences might be reversed in socioemotional leadership - -
sit%ations remains to be‘investioated
In sum, the results showed that in task oriented group situations, males’
se]f-presentations across the three salient dimensions seemed to follow a .
tacticai pattern Maies uho,were persona]]y responsibie for success emphasized .
their prominence and competence (attributes that are the most directly rtleVent
So'the success in the present situation) over their socioemotiOna] ability
only when the group did not know of their role in the achievement Males also
. showed a significant compensatign effect following fai]ure, and were con- |
strained in their claims of competence following failure. ‘Females, in contrast,
- typically emphasized their’socioenotionaiity over their competence and promi-
nence irrespective of the particular combination of treatments The examination’
| of such sex differences has been relatively neglected in the self-presentation
. _iit erature and should be scrutinized more fully in.future research.
. \ | Finally, the use of a split-plot analysis to examine patterns of s'eif-

presentation on the three dimensions provided mugh information beyond simple

attention to the individua] ‘dimensions.and suggests that this approach may be .

“a fruftful one in. future se]f—presentationa] research . In any socia] encounter,

b individuais present a myriad of impressions that may be categorized aiong a
number of dimensions. .Analysis of the-relative emphases piaced on these
dimensions tells us a great deal about the particular aspects of one's "ﬁace" o

that the individual considers imp&rtant and, thus, stresses in the encounter
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Reference Note v

‘Ackerman, B. J., & Schlenker, B. R. §glf3prg§gp;ppjgn; Attributes of the
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Th&el )

Effects of Group Performance, Responsibility, Knowledée of Responsibility,
and.Subject'Sex on Self-presentations of Prominence, Socioemotionality,

and Competence

[ ¢
Males r's
\;t> T « Prominence Socioemotionality Competence
- Known . | 4.8 " 4.9.. . 5.4
> Leader Resp. . '
/ Not known . 5.3 4.1 5.6
Success -
I Known 5.3 5.3 ) 5.7
Group Resp. . '
Not Known 5.§ <53 5)6.
. Known - 4,7 4.7 . -
Leader Resp, ‘
Net Known 4,7 . 5.3 v 5.0
Failure . . ‘ _ :
o ' Known . 5.5 . 4.9 % . 5.6
wE Group Resp. . ' .
co - Not Known - 5.3 4.5 .. 5.5
— Females - |
‘Prominence Socioemotionality Competence
: Known ' 5.3 5.6 ’ 5.5
Leader Resp, _ .
_ - Not Known 5.1 5.7 -2 5.3
Success . : | ” |
- ' . Known ' ~ 5.3 5.9, - 5.4
\ _* Group Resp. ‘ '
. . Not Known 5.6 4.8 . 5.6
. g Known 4.8 6.4 - 52 )
Leader Résp. | N
 Not Known 4,37 . 5.2 ' 4.9
Failure ‘ A : - ' _
. o - Known - 4.9 - 5.7 ) 5.2
Group Resp. ’ / ' .
. Not Known 5.2, 5.4 - 5.4

T3 . : . . P - .

- Scores cou1d~r$n§e from 1 (negative) to 7 (positive).

11

~
3



